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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures m~~tnot violate First Amendment rights. A number of
prop~sals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. '

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to lake advice.from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed agvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
copsciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoin~s to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a,broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present ,. ,

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station i~to t:! public forum where anyon13 and everyone has
fights to air ~ime. Proposed pllblic access require'mentswouid do so - even if a religious broadcaster ~.

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment,forbids imposition of message delivery
mand~tes on aflY religion. '. . ": . '-.':.. '

..,

(3) The FCC must not;force revelation' ot'speciflc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of. programming, especially religious programming',' is nof properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editmial choices.

I

(4) .' . The FCC must not establish a two-tiered ren~wal systemin which certain licensees would be
auto,m~tically barredJrom routitie renewal application proc~~sing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners thE;}rrtselves would amount to.coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the me~sages they
cprrespofl,d to -tReir beliefsicould face long, expensive ~n~ ppt~ntially rUinous renewal proceedings.

, r ' ,
1'- \.- " '

(5) Many Christian brsadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
s.tations. Kee,ping the electricifo/ flOWing is often a'challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways:.(a) by requiring
s,t;:l'ff,'ip,~esence whenever a.station is on the air and, (b) by, further restricting main studio location choices.
Rl:\i,siOg cos.ts with these proposals would force service q~~~~~ks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
p,ublicdnterest. • I , I " , '. , ~ :.. . .

We. urge the FCC not to adopt~rules, procedures or ppli~j~~~discussed' above.
l '

':. I'

Signature
I : !--,
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Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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Comments in Response to localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 :

, I submit the following comments in response to the Locali~m ~otice of Proposed RUlemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. : .... :

. Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
pn),lposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. '

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peoprr;, who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
un~onstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values co,uld face increased harassment, complaints and even Joss of license for choosing to follow their own
cOr:lsciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to sAape their programming." The F.irst :.

, ·Amendment prohibits gov~rnment, including the FCC, f~om dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, .
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. I

(2)' The FCC J:!1bIst not turn every radio station into a pLiblic forum where anyone and ever,yone has
rights to air time. Proposeq public access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster .
conscientiously objects to tne message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery.
mandates on any religion. ,

(3)]' The FCC must not force revelation of specific editotial decision-making information. The cnoice
of programming, especially, religious programming, is not properly dictated by any governlT,lent agE;lncy - and
proposals to force reporting. on such thil'lgs"as who produced wfiat programs WOU/9 intrLldepn
c.Plilstituti.9;nall~tlm)tected editorial choices. ,.,,,.,-;~ <., ", - .,

(4) ';. The FCC musttnot establis/i1'a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
:aut~matic~lIy barred from ,!\o,utinetenew..i3J ap~lication pmcessj~~~ The proposed mandatorY speci;al reryewal
revieW of<;:ertaJ,n ~lM~~S. o.t ~ppl,i.9~flt~,by';~be 00mmissioners thilrljls19lves would amount to yoercion of
religious IitroadcE\-sfers. T}1~se'who staY true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings, .

" .

Date, ' ..

" -
(5) Many Christian~.proadcasters·operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keepi'19 the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze m'iche and smaller lnarket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: .(a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
.Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks' - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public. inter;est. . .. :~:...... '. t: .' -, '~"~,. ,.. ,

" , ..
We ~rge the FCC not to ad~pt rul!3'S, procedures or policies discussed above.

r; -,';..

W~~,....

Signature

kJ.."dez- He CJtJ®J"
Name . t',
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed RuJemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to fake advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even 1055 of license for choosi.ng to f~lIow tpeir own
consciences, rather than allowil;l9 incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits governmeflt, including, the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a 'broadcaster,
particularly a religious broad~a.st~~, must present. .

(2) The FCC must not ,turn every,radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the m~ssage. The First Amendment forbids imposition of me's~agedelivery
mandates on any religion: .'.

(3) ~ The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision-making information. Tlie choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly/dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not ~st~blis!l a~tWo-tiered renewal system in which certain Iice~sees woyld be
automatic~lIy barred from' routine 'r,enewC!1 ,~pplication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners thEJllfselves would amount to. coercion of
religious·'broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could Jac!3 Jongllexpensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broa4q~s'ter~ 9perate on tight budgets; as do many smaller market secufa~
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller ll1ark~t ,b~Oflldcast~rs, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is (;>0 th~ air and, (b) by further nestricting main studio location choices.
Rais!n~ cersts with these pr9Po~pi~'w'9.4t~;iforceservice cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is ~ontrary to the
public mterest. I);"", " •

•• •

We urge the FCC not to adopt r~i~~',','P;o~l3duresor policies discussed above.
, r

Date
Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

';'11 111 ,""':'1
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

-
1RECE\\lED &\ EC~Ei., ~

APR 1 4 200B

FCC-MAILROOM

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed :Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rigbts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatiQle viewpoints to shape their programming'. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inc/udil19 the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a: broadcaster, ,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. ' ,

(2) The FC,C must not turn eVery rac;lio station into a public forum where anyon'e ~'nd everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requiraments would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message..The First Amendment forh>ids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '

(3) ~ The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial,pecision-making informf'ition. The choice
ofprogram./iI1ing, especially religiousprogramming, is not properly'sictated by any governmenfagency-and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
con~titutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not'establish,a tw9-tiered renewal system in which certain licen'~ees would be
automatically barred from routine' renew~1 app,/ication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of app.licants by the Commissioners th~ntselves would amount to 'coercion of
religious proadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long" expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

I· : •

, ~~... I·' ,

(5) Many Christian broadc~s,te~s oP.~l:ate po. tight bUdgets, 'as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing 'is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission propos!;=ls to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:: (a) by requiring
staff presence,whenever a'station' is on 'fHe~afr,and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would.forc~ service cutbacks - and curtailed service, is contrary to the
public interest. ' -I '.. " "

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedu~t?s or policies discussed above.
'J

Date
Signature

Address

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the, following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul.emaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008" in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or p'rocedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radiQ stations, ,especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not s~are their vall,les. The N~RM's proposed advisory board proposals would i"ipose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values. could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements woultl do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids, imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific.editorial decision-making information. :The choice
of programming, especially religious programmir.ll1l/is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autompti9al.I)\~~a~~~dJ~9niH€lutiw~, renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r~~ii:lw 'l6f peftail) clp~~e~::of apP!icarlts;bythe:Cor'nmi~$ioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious'bro~dcastel's.Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

.~~.~~ .. ,~"-;~ ~r~~t~~Q_~0~~~f:lt~!i.lf!~~r.,;~~c.§@~:rtes!,QrH@.0Iioies!<itis.O!Jssed above.
.. \' ,-'

Name

f1fD· /lA 1'11/IJ~£E.
Title (if any)
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Address

Phone "



.~.



""~""""
• I • •

I ,', " ,',

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consoiences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ":"" even if a religious broad'caster
conscientiously ol:>jects to the messag'e7'The,First Am'endment forbids imposition of message delivery ,
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information~ The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) 'The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review ofcertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing Is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission,proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising oosts With ~hes~ p.~9posals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ' '

vye urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name -,

Date
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Comments Ih R.esponse to Localism NotIce of Proposed R.ulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in respbnse to the LOcalism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dooket No. 04~2a3. .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased hara$sment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consoienoes, rather than allowing Incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadC:aster,
partioularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the-messa£le:-rhe First Amendmentforbids imposition"of-messa·ge delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government ~gency - and
proposals to foroe reporting on such things as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) 'The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of .
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messag(3s they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive ahd potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market.secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs In two ways: (a) ,by requiring
staff presence whenever a station Is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ra/slng oosts with these proposals would force servloe cutbacks - and curtailed servloe Is oontrary to the
pUblic Interest. I

Vje urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

...

Signature

A b benT~ 11(1 tVlJ4S

Name

Title (If any)

Organization (if any)
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in respQnss.to trw Lo.calism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket 1\10. (j4-23~.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, If enacted, would do 50 - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - evenifa religious _broadcaster
oonsclentlously objects to th-e message, the Flrs1 Amendmentforolds Imposition of message clellvery
mandales on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) 'The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coe~cion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locatioA choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

\/je urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

ltt;r-I-(bI?TT/9 CUr-414ft;

Name

Title (If any)

Organization (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
~~~~ ~C

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru '1'1 AILROOM
UNPRMU), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies orprocedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mustnot be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
uncon&titutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum wtiere "anyone and everyone has:,
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any-religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We"urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
T\ rrnh .~'

''l;,

Signature

Name
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6hrl6+/~
Title Cit any) .

Organizetion(if any)

Date •
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Address
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